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6) |EI Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 
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8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Amendment A, filed 01/12/04. 
Claims 1-20 are pending in this application. 
This action is Final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tom 

(USPN 5,832,465) in view of "GENIUS™ Automated Underwriting System: Combining 
Knowledge Engineering and Machine Learning to Achieve Balanced Risk Assessment" 
Golibersuch et al., Proceedings of the 7th Innovative Applications of Artificial Intelligence 
Conference, Aug.21-23, 1994, Montreal, Quebec, pp.49-6L, hereinafter Golibersuch . 

Tom teaches the system and method as claimed. However, Tom does not particularly 
teach the system and method wherein some of said evidential values comprise unknown 
information. Golibersuch teaches the system and method wherein some of said evidential values 
comprise unknown information. 

By including inadequacies such as missing or unknown attributes or evidential values, the 
system and method as claimed would identify potential problems and anticipate default values 
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for a consistent and optimized knowledge base. Thus, faithfully emulating the experts' behavior 
that an expert would take if certain facts were unknown. 

Accordingly, it would have been prima facie obvious for one skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to implement the system and method as taught by Tom and to 
incorporate the missing or unknown attributes or evidential values as taught by Golibersuch to 
generate the claimed invention with a reasonable expectation of success for the reasons set forth 
above. 

Regarding claim 1 

Tom teaches, 

- providing a model structure including a plurality of processing nodes, each of said 
processing nodes coupled to receive a set of inputs to supply a respective output 
[Fig.l;(col.ll, lines 35-40, "model structure... set of inputs and output")]; 

- evaluating a respective attribute assigned to each of the plurality of processing nodes 
[Fig,l;(coLll, lines 45-48, "number of attributes... plurality of processing nodes 5 ')]; 

- specifying a number of possible linguistic evidential values for each of said attributes 
[Fig. 1 ;(col. 1 1 , lines 48-49 and col.4 lines 34-37, "evidential data. . .not limited to . . .may 
have other attribute")], 

- and combining the outputs from said processing nodes to reach a decision even in the 
presence of said unknown information, said combining configured to emulate expert data 
[Fig.l;(col.3, lines 44-46, "linguistic evidence values are combine")]. 

However, Tom does not particularly teach the system and method wherein some of said 
evidential values comprise unknown information. It is noted however that Tom does not exclude 
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the possibility of unknown information (col.4, lines 34-37, "evidential data. . .not limited 
to. . .may have other attribute"). 
Golibersuch teaches, 

- the system and method wherein some of said evidential values comprise unknown 
information (page 56,col.l , "include inadequacies. . .missing or unnecessary attributes or 
values") 

Regarding claim 2 
Tom teaches, 

- a hierarchical model structure [Fig. 1 ;(col. 1 1 , lines 35-40, "defining hierarchical model 
structure")]. 

Regarding claim 3 
Tom teaches, 

- outputs from lower processing nodes are successively passed as inputs to higher level 
processing nodes until a final output is generated from the highest level processing node 
in the hierarchical model structure, said final output comprising said decision (col.2, lines 
4-8, "outputs from lower processing nodes. . .final output is generated"). 

Regarding claim 4 
Tom teaches, 

- expert data is collected during a learning stage from a plurality of examples for each of 
the processing nodes, each of the plurality of examples having a set of inputs 
[Fig.l;(coL4, lines 55-58, "examples of evidential data... supplied by experts")], 

Golibersuch teaches, 
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- the system and method some indicative of unknown information, and a corresponding 
output indicative of an expert opinion some of said evidential values comprise unknown 
information (page 56, col.l"include inadequacies. . .missing or unnecessary attributes or 
values"). 

Regarding claim 5 
Tom teaches, 

plurality of examples is used during said learning stage to configure the processing nodes 
in the model structure to generate a final output from a given set of inputs[Fig.l ;(col.3, 
lines 39-43, "transferred into a learning")], the model structure being configured so that 
said final output and the expert opinion from the plurality of examples are statistically 
equivalent to one another[Fig.l;(col.2, lines 19-21, "model structure... minimal error 
between")]. 

Regarding claim 6 

Golibersuch teaches, 

identifying expert opinion that deviates from a majority of the plurality of examples 
[page 56,col.l, "differences between these opinions"] 
Regarding claim 7 
Golibersuch teaches, 

- adjusting said identified expert opinion to correct any deviations therein, [page 56, coll, 
"reviewed results and suggested changes and improvements"] 

Regarding claim 8 
Golibersuch teaches, 
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- reconfiguring the processing nodes to include any adjusted expert opinion, [page 56, 
col.l, paragraph 1 "As such problems. . .iterated until a consistent knowledge base was 
obtained"] 

Regarding claim 9 
Golibersuch teaches, 

disregarding said identified expert opinion to remove any deviations therein, [page 56, 
col. 1, paragraph 1 "As such problems. . .iterated until a consistent knowledge base was 
obtained"] 

Regarding claim 10 

Golibersuch teaches, 

- reconfiguring the processing nodes omitting any disregarded expert opinion, [page 56, 
col.l, paragraph 1 "As such problems. . .iterated until a consistent knowledge base was 
obtained"] 

Regarding claim 11 
Golibersuch teaches, 

- making the model structure available over a global communications network during a 
production stage for processing financial service applications, (page 57,col.l, lines 1-3, 
"distributed client-server environment") 

Regarding claim 12 
Tom teaches, 

- A computerized method for making decisions based on evidential reasoning, said 
decisions used for risk and credit analysis of financial service applications 
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[Fig.l; (col.2, lines 32-53, "performing risk... evidential numeric value")]. 
Regarding claim 13 
Tom teaches, 

- plurality of examples comprises a plurality of hypothetical examples[Fig. 1 ;(col.3, lines 
33-38, "number of possible evidential values for the attributes . . .various examples")]. 

Regarding claim 14 
Golibersuch teaches, 

- plurality of examples comprises historical data from previously processed applications, 
[page 56, col.l, "actual historical applications"] 

Regarding claim 15 

- Rejection of claim 12 is incorporated and further contains limitation recites in claim 12; 
therefore claim 15 is rejected under same rationale as claim 12. 

Regarding claim 16 
Tom teaches, 

- model structure is configured to provide a plurality of non-overlapping intervals over its 

possible output space, said model structure being further configured to optimize 
separation between any adjacent intervals of said possible output space so that said final 
output unambiguously maps into a single interval of said output space, [col.4, lines 38- 
42, "aggregate. . .mapped to")] 
Regarding claim 17 

- Rejection of claims 1 and 12 is incorporated and further claim contain limitation recites 
in claims 1 and 12, therefore claim 17 is rejected under same rationale as claims 1 and 12. 
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Regarding claim 18 

- Rejection of claim 17 is incorporated and further claim contain limitation recites in claim 

17, therefore claim 18 is rejected under same rationale as claim 17. 
Regarding claim 19 

- Rejection of claim 18 is incorporated and further claim contain limitation recites in claim 

18, therefore claim 19 is rejected under same rationale as claim 18. 
Regarding claim 20 

- Rejection of claims 1, 12 and 17 is incorporated and further claims contain limitation 
recites in claims 1,12 and 17 , therefore claim 20 is rejected under same rationale as 
claims 1, 12 and 17. 

Response to Arguments 
2. Applicant's arguments filed on 01/12/04 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

As to independent claims 1, 12, 17, and 20, The applicant argues that the combination of 
Tom in view of Golibersuch fails to disclose or suggest using some evidential values that 
comprise unknown information as taught in applicant's claimed invention. Before addressing 
the argument, the examiner submits that the language of the limitation cited in the claims in 
question is given the broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification. The 
examiner disagrees with the applicant for the following reasons: 

Examiner would like to refer to Applicant's disclosure, page 4, lines 11-13, which recites, 
"The present invention further improves the foregoing technique to enable automated decision 
making, particularly, in situations when there are missing pieces of evidence ." With this in 
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mind, the examiner submits that the combination of Tom in view of Golibersuch does teach or 
suggest using some evidential values that comprise unknown information (i.e. "missing piieces of 
information") as recited in applicant's disclosure. Specifically, Golibersuch clearly teaches 
identifying inadequacies such as: "missing attributes and values" (page 56 in column 1). In 
addition, Golibersuch teaches, "attributes for each node and possible values for each attribute 
were specified" (page 56 in column 1). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to include the unknown or missing information in the 
invention of Tom because doing so would fully encompass all possible scenarios or 
combinations, resulting in a knowledge base that more closely emulates the experts' behavior. 

Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Inquiries 



4. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Anh T Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305-8649. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. (7:00 a.m.- 4:00 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

The fax number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 
as follows: 

(703) 746-7238 [After Final Communication] 
(703) 746-7239 [Official Communication] 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Anh T Nguyen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2127 




